EU research has made great strides in understanding the dynamics of the EU decision-making process. In contrast to this progress, the dynamics unfolding after an EU secondary legislative act is enacted have been largely ignored. Some of these acts remain in force in their original form for several years while others are revised soon after their enactment. What factors account for this variation? We empirically analyze the proposition that in the presence of "legislative drift", i.e. the inter-temporal variation of decision-makers' preferences, major revisions of EU legislative acts are more likely to occur. Based on an analysis of the revision histories of 158 major EU acts in the time period between 1958 and 2003, we find significant support for this hypothesis.
Introduction
The European Union's constitutional framework has evolved considerably since the mid-1980s.
At least six waves of treaty amendments have contributed to change the basic parameters of EU foundational rules in this period. Such dynamism contrasted with the relative institutional stasis which followed the adoption of the Founding Treaties of the European Communities in the 1950s.
This acceleration in the pace of the integration process has not failed to catch the attention of scholar and practitioners, who analysed extensively the origins and consequences of these rounds of treaty reform (e.g. Moravcsik 1998 ). Indeed, it was argued that: "Such now has become the regularity of ICGs that an expectation has become established that the treaties will be changed at regular intervals" (Nugent 2006: 146) . Conversely, much less attention has been devoted to understanding the evolution of the complex system of secondary legislation governing EU activities and policies in the diverse domains making up the acquis communautaire.
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Likewise treaty provisions, also secondary measures are subject to numerous revisions after they enter the books. In fact, the evolution of the EU policy framework is not simply additive, but a large portion of the legislative acts are constantly amended and repealed. Most importantly, one finds significant variations in the revision histories of EU legislative acts. For instance, Regulation 729/70 on the financing of the common agricultural policy was revised a first time after only 2 years, while the first amendment to Council Directive 76/207/EEC of 9 February 1976 on the implementation of the principle of equal treatment for men and women was adopted 26 years after the enactment of the original act. In other words, some acts -embodying the policy compromises reached by the legislative actors at the time of their adoption -are more persistent than others.
One can expect that the enacting coalition is not only interested in the short term distribution of costs and benefits but also in locking in the terms of the agreement and ensuring their stability over time.
This article analyses the proposition that the inter-temporal fluctuation of decision-makers' preferences mainly explain the occurrence and the timing of first major legislative revisions in the EU. Moe (1990) referred to it as the problem of "political uncertainty". Since the concept of "propriety rights" in the private sphere has no analogous in the public sphere, there is no legal guarantee that what is created by today's policy authorities will not be reverted by future decisionmakers in power. Horn and Shepsle (1989) labeled this phenomenon "legislative drift", so as to distinguish it from the concept of "bureaucratic drift". In both cases, the central concern is the capacity of political authorities to ensure that their favoured policies and programs are carried out as effectively as possible. They differ in so far as the former considers the possibility of temporal inconsistency of decision-makers' views toward a policy, while the latter identifies the problematic control of elected politicians over public agencies. Remarkably, whereas the issue of oversight over supranational agents has been extensively studied (e.g. Franchino 2007) , little is known on the theme of "legislative drift".
This article aims to unveil the temporal dynamics of legislative revisions in the EU by exploring the factors that make the occurrence of the first major EU act revision more or less likely.
2 The impact of "legislative drift" on the stability of an EU policy is tested by examining the interaction of two factors: the legislative rules in use and the preference configuration of relevant political actors. Over the years treaty amendments have substantially altered the legislative procedures (consultation, cooperation, co-decision I and II -now ordinary procedure) and Council voting rules (unanimity or qualified majority voting, QMV) in many policy areas. Furthermore, preferences of EU legislative actors have changed constantly as a result of national government turnovers modifying the ideological composition of the Council, the elections of new EU Parliaments and the appointments of new EU Commissions. Rules define how decisions are made and who participates, namely which preferences should be pivotal in the decision-making process. Instead of testing for the independent effect of each of these factors, the present study opted for analyzing their interaction as captured by the concept of the legislative gridlock interval (Krehbiel 1998; Crombez and Hix 2012) . The width and location of the gridlock interval is calculated as the distance between the positions of the left and right pivotal actors on a uni-dimensional policy space. At the time of enactment the status quo is assumed to lie within the interval and thus it cannot be readily revised. Subsequent changes at the level of preferences or decision-making rules may modify the location and/or width of the gridlock interval. We expect that a decrease in the relative interval overlap between the time of the enactment and a subsequent time point increases the likelihood that the parent act is revised. Using a novel dataset, which integrates the selection of 158 major laws carried out by Franchino (2007) with data drawn from the comprehensive legislative database EUR-Lex, our applied event history analysis finds significant support for this hypotheses.
Studying the pace of EU act revisions contributes, firstly, to a better understanding of the evolution of the complex regulatory system of the Union. Because of its nature, European governance has to constantly face a trade-off between continuous and credible action, which is typical of non-majoritarian institutions, and responsiveness to changing citizens' requests, which fits a majoritarian logic. In the area of internal market policies, for instance, business actors may value a stable regulatory framework (Posner and Landes 1975) . One way in which national legislators show the credibility of their commitment towards a policy is by tying their own hands in a policy area through the transfer of law-making power to supranational institutions.
3 . Conversely, others may advocate a politically active Union, capable of prompt adaptation when new important or urgent issues enter the agenda. This article does not take sides in the debate between advocates of stability and flexibility. Indeed, the dimension of policy revision considered in this article (the time elapsed until an EU enactment is amended for the first time) does not allow addressing the question of policy responsiveness to citizens' preferences or analyzing the magnitude of policy change. Secondly, such an analysis complements other works on EU decision-making efficiency which have addressed similar questions on the timing of decision-making but primarily focused on the pre-enactment process and considered whether the above-mentioned factors made the passing of a new measure more or less swift (e.g. Golub 2007; König 2007 ).
The paper is organized as follows. The next section briefly summarizes the relevant literature on EU policy revision and statutory durability in the US which it builds on. This is followed by the description of our spatial model of legislative revision and the description of the dataset used for its analysis. The third section reports the results of our empirical analysis and the final section draws the conclusion.
The study of legislative stability in the EU Several authors have highlighted the shared understanding on matters of institutional engineering linking the authors of the Federalist Papers and (almost two centuries later) the founding fathers of the European Communities (e.g. Weiler 1991; Selck 2006 ). Madison's endorsement for the "necessity of some institution that will blend stability with liberty" (Federalist Paper n.63) was embodied in the US Constitution by means of supermajority requirements, bicameralism and the presence of numerous veto points disseminated along the law-making cycle. These factors were expected to combine and produce a self-correcting system, balancing change and negative-feedback processes, without at the same time stifling the decision-making system. Also the architects of the EU institutional framework have had to agree on multiple solutions to the trade-off between policy stability and flexibility over the years. cations, it was shown that, once accounted for the effect of enlargement and an ever-expanding EU policy agenda, the progressive expansion of QMV in many policy areas has expedited decisionmaking while the greater voice of the EU Parliament under co-decision has slowed it down (Golub 1999; Golub and Steunenberg 2007; König 2007; Schulz and König 2000) .
These works also agreed on the effect of ideological conflict -it delays decision-making -although they differed on the operationalization of member state preferences. Golub (1999; and Golub and Steunenberg (2007) measured ideological diversity in the Council by including a dummy variable for the years when Margaret Thatcher (allegedly an extreme preference outlier) was in office. König (2007) estimated government policy positions by using the Manifesto Research Group data and created measures of within Council ideological divergence in four policy areas and on the pro/anti European integration dimension. A more recent contribution by Klüver and Sagarzazu (2013) shows that an increase in the maximum ideological distance between all relevant legislative bodies (Council, but also Commission and EU Parliament) significantly extends the duration of policy-making processes in the EU.
However, none of these studies have considered the question what happens after a legislative measure is enacted. 5 These studies have mainly investigated the path leading to the equilibrium underlying every legislative act at the moment of its adoption. However, stopping at these very central questions in politics leads to forget that political equilibriums may be less durable than it is often thought. As Riker puts succinctly: "Disequilibrium, or the potential that the status quo be upset, is the characteristic feature of politics" (Riker 1980: 443) . Acknowledging that an act after adoption enters a disequilibrium path does not contrast with the observation that it may exhibit a relative stability for even an extended period of time. Rather, given the substantial variation in the duration of EU legislative acts, it brings to the fore the question of which factors can facilitate or delay this process of destabilization.
Previous studies on the revision of legislative acts are extremely limited and they have exclusively focused on the US domestic context. Maltzman and Shipan (2008) showed that acts adopted in a period of divided government and relevant bicameral differences are less durable than acts adopted during unified government and low policy disagreement between the Senate and the House. Additionally, an increasing preference division between the two chambers has an impact in the post-enactment phase -more specifically it contributes to consolidate the gridlock. Also Ragusa (2010) studied the lifespan of legislative enactments but he operationalized policy revision in terms of repeals, thereby delimiting his analysis to a subset of the population of amendments.
His findings corroborate Maltzman and Shipan's conclusions in regards to the impact of divided government, but only when applying a short term perspective (up to a threshold of ten years).
In the long run, "legislation passed during divided government is less likely to be repealed than legislation passed during unified government" (Ragusa 2010 (Ragusa : 1038 . Finally, Berry, Burden and
Howell's study (2009 ( , see Lewis 2002 for similar findings) on the durability of federal programs reports that they are affected by changes in partisan composition or partisan strength of the enacting majority.
These contributions draw attention to the impact of political division between the legislative branches on the likelihood of post-enactment amendments. If we want to apply their analytic framework to the EU decision-making setting, we need to account for variation in majority thresholds and voting procedures following treaty amendments. If, as argued by Shepsle (1979) , institutions can induce equilibrium, then a change in the rules can tilt the balance towards a different equilibrium. As already emphasized, these changes are expected to have policy consequences, which is why they have so often become the subject of intense debate in intergovernmental conferences preceding the adoption of a major treaty revision. The extended time-frame used in this paper allows us to incorporate the effect of changing institutions on EU policy equilibrium. However, institutions are not the only sources of variation in policy stability. Government turnovers have altered considerably the preference configuration within the Council. Moreover, one has to account for the destabilizing effect of a newly elected EP and a newly appointed Commission. This work offers one of the first systematic analysis of how both institutional and preference factors affect the stability of EU legislative decisions.
A spatial model of legislative revision
We build a spatial model of policy change where legislative revision is a function of the location of the status quo with respect to the gridlock interval (Krehbiel 1998; Crombez and Hix 2012) .
The width and the location of the gridlock interval vary based on the configuration of decisionmakers' preferences and the respective institutional rules. Our model assumes that any policy status quo lying outside of the gridlock interval will be subject to revision and vice versa. In an attempt to strike a balance between model manageability and accuracy of description, we consider the interaction of three different types of pivotal actors in the law-making process of the EU, i.e. member states' government representatives in the Council, the European Parliament and the Commission (Crombez and Hix 2012; Klüver and Sagarzazu 2013) . The width and the location of the gridlock interval results from the interaction between their collective preference configuration, the EU legislative procedures (either consultation or co-decision) and the voting rules in the Council (either unanimity or QMV).
The formal structure of the model assumes that the involved political actors have Euclidean preferences, i.e. each actor has a single ideal policy in a uni-dimensional policy space and maximizes his utility function, which is symmetrically decreasing as one moves further away from his most preferred ideal point. In order to capture the fact that the Council decides either by a QMV or by an unanimity vote, it is represented as a m (1 to 7) member committee, which decides by a k majority rule: k = 7/7 when unanimity applies and k = 5/7 under majority rule. In addition, we include the position of the median member of the European Parliament (p EP ) and the Commission (p C ). Both are assumed to decide under a simple majority rule with open amendments, therefore they can be represented as unitary actors with single ideal points.
Figures 1, 2, and 3 illustrate the inter-temporal dynamic of our model in three different decisionmaking situations. At period t −1 the location of the status quo is exogenously given and a priori assumed to be outside the respective gridlock interval. The adopted parent act moves the status quo somewhere inside the legislative gridlock interval at period t 0 (Steunenberg and Selck 2006) .
The logic of the model assumes that EU legislation enacted at period t 0 cannot be revised in subsequent periods unless the newly defined status quo lies again outside of the gridlock interval.
This will only be the case if one of the following three events occurs between t 0 and t n , with n > 0: Council member with a k-majority of votes to its left m P R and the Commission. In this case we would expect an increase in the likelihood of revision, since the smaller relative size of the new gridlock interval increases the likelihood that the status quo lies again outside of the gridlock interval at t n .
Figure 2 about here
In the second example, displayed in Figure 2 , the respective parent act is adopted under consultation with QMV at period t 0 and the legislative procedure changes from consultation to co-decision at time t n . Likewise to consultation, the co-decision procedure starts with a Commission proposal, however, the EP has the right to amend the proposal and to submit a joint text to the Council. If the joint text of the EP is adopted by the Council by QMV it will be enacted. In contrast to the previous example the change in the legislative procedure leads to an increase of the gridlock interval, which is now defined as the distance between the ideal point of the Commission and the ideal point of the EP. Stated more generally, it corresponds to the set
i.e. the distance between the left pivotal Council member or the EP or the Commission and the right pivotal member or the EP or the Commission. In this case, we would expect the likelihood of legislative revision to decrease since the gridlock interval of t 0 is only a subset of the gridlock interval at t n , which implies that (ceteris paribus, namely if no shock occurred prior to t n ) the status quo still lies again inside the gridlock interval at t n . varies is the location of the gridlock interval. Since we assume that the status quo is located at the end of t 0 somewhere inside the interval, a shift of the gridlock reduces the overlapping region and increases the likelihood that at t n it lies again outside the gridlock interval.
These examples aim at illustrating how it is possible to derive empirically testable hypotheses on the likelihood of EU law revision based on the expected location of the status quo in the gridlock interval. Once the EU sets a policy, the status quo moves inside the gridlock interval. Whereas the impact of external shocks as drivers of change in the status quo is treated as the error term, an analysis of changes in actors' preferences and decision-making rules allows formulating expectations on the location of the status quo with respect to the gridlock interval at different points in time.
Taking the gridlock interval at time period t 0 as our reference point, we expect a law to be more likely to be revised at time t n under three conditions: a) when the location of the interval moves and the width stays fixed; b) vice versa, when the interval contracts but the location remains fixed; c) when both changes occur simultaneously. According to our model, in all these cases we expect an increase in the odds that the status quo lies outside the interval, thus a greater likelihood of legislative revision. If the interval widens at t n and incorporates the original interval, we expect no revision. These considerations leads to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis: The smaller the relative overlap between the gridlock intervals at t 0 and t n , the greater the likelihood of major EU law revision.
Control variables
In addition, we control for the effects of parent act-specific characteristics, such as the initial policy conflict among legislative actors at the time of its enactment, whether it is part of an EU general or action program, whether it includes sunset provisions, its complexity, and its legislative type.
Firstly, we analyze whether the initial policy conflict, i.e. the gridlock interval at t 0 , has any effect on the durability of the parent act. In the end, it might be the case that certain acts are bound to experience a revision sooner than others, regardless of changing conditions in the post-enactment phase. In the literature on the US congress several authors argued that laws enacted under divided government, i.e. at times of higher policy conflict, will be more stable since the reached compromise relies on a broad support from members of both parties. On its turn, this broad support should decrease the likelihood of future revisions. In contrast to this view, Maltzman and Shipan (2008) expect laws enacted at times of high policy conflict to be less stable. These laws are more prone to include extensive compromises between legislative actors, which can take the form of vague or internally inconsistent provisions or result in broader, more general provisions.
While these compromises are necessary to get the bill passed they should entirely satisfy only a portion of legislative actors. Consequently, those who made most concessions at the negotiating table may be more willing to revise the enacted compromise whenever it is possible. Since both arguments are convincing, we simply expect conflict at the enactment stage to have a significant effect on the likelihood of a major revision.
Secondly, we consider whether the parent act was part of an EU general or action program.
These programs are drafted by the EU Commission and normally define long-term goals to be achieved in a specified policy area. They usually consists of several legislative proposals considered necessary for the attainment of these goals. For instance, the Fifth Action Program on the Environment for the time period between 1992 and 2000 set out to transform the patterns of growth in the Community through the promotion of sustainable development. It established long-term objectives, set performance targets to be met by the year 2000, and prescribed a set of actions to achieve the specified objectives. Remarkably, the time approach is different with respect to measures requiring periodic re-authorizations. Legislation enacted within these programs is designed with the view to address policy problems that require a long time horizon. Hence, the assessment of their effectiveness is forcibly moved to the future. Consequently, we expect that the likelihood of revision for acts which are part of general or action programs is lower than for normal EU acts.
Thirdly, we control for the inclusion of so called sunset provisions within parent acts. These provisions (used also in domestic legislation) prescribe that the act or a part of it expire at a given date, unless they are explicitly prolonged by the legislator through a law revision. Their main rationale is to promote the regular review of existing legislation as a result of changes in the original circumstances or of lessons learned about their effectiveness in the course of the implementation phase. Controlling for the effect of sunset provisions is important, because regardless of variation at the level of institutional or political factors, the requirement to repeal or revise an act might be set by previously determined calendars, either making revisions more frequent or scheduling them far in the future (Adler and Wilkerson 2013) . Consequently, we merely expect that the inclusion of sunset provisions will affect the likelihood of statutory change.
Fourthly, in line with Maltzman and Shipan (2008) and Ragusa (2010) , we analyze whether or not the complexity of the parent act is related to its legislative stability. We assume that since complex legislation usually contains a larger number of major provisions and is likely to affect a greater range of policy areas, it is more prone to receive amendments compared to legislation with a more defined focus.
Finally, we controlled for the type of parent act, which can be either a regulation or a directive.
Although important regulatory initiatives can take the form of regulations (König 2008) , directives are generally considered the main legislative acts of the EU (Golub 2008; Toshkov 2011) . In comparison with self-executing regulations, they are used to lay down the broad policy principles, while leaving Commission measures or domestic acts to specify the details or adapt them to changing circumstances. Their more "flexible" nature should make them less subject to change due to exogenous shocks which alter their original conditions.
Data

Dependent variable
To empirically test our theoretical arguments about the stability of EU laws we need to select a set of legal acts and then determine whether these parent acts have been revised. In order to do this, we collected information on the characteristics and revision history of a sample of major EU laws.
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To separate significant from minor EU legislation, we relied on the selection procedure carried out by Franchino (2007:79-84) , which led to the identification of 158 major EU acts adopted in the time period between 1958 and 1993.
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Data on whether and when these laws were significantly revised were extracted from EURLex, i.e. the comprehensive legislative database of the European Union. A major challenge for the construction of the post-enactment history of the acts is the identification of significant law revisions. Since the analysis of the content of each amendment is not feasible in a large-N research design, we relied on formal selection criteria. Firstly, we only included legislative revisions, which EUR-Lex reported as amending (heading "amended by") or repealing (heading "repealed by") the parent act. Thus we ignored those cases which were branded as mere corrections, implementations and adaptations due to the entry of new member states. In cases of multiple revisions, we selected those revision acts which include a specific reference to the parent act within their titles (when available). Secondly, we excluded all tertiary amending acts enacted only by the Commission, which are mostly implementing acts. Thirdly, we excluded Decisions from our sample of amending acts, since they are generally used to rule individual cases and are addressed to particular member states or private parties. Fourthly, as a further germaneness criterion, we only included revision acts whose major issue area (checked by looking at the directory code assigned by EURlex) matches with that of the parent act.
The unit of analysis is the law-year, one for each year from enactment to the occurrence of the first major revision. The first observation for each parent act is the year of enactment, where the dependent variable is coded as a 0. It holds the value of 0 until the year in which the act is significantly revised, when it takes the value of 1. After the year of its first revision all observations for the respective parent act are dropped from the dataset. For non-revised parent acts, our dependent variable is equal to 0 for the entire time period of study, i.e. from the year of its enactment until it is repealed, or in cases where no repealing act occurred until the end of our observation period (the 31st December 2002, date of the entry into force of the Nice Treaty).
To The data collected on the revision histories of our set of 158 selected parent acts revealed that the large majority of our major EU laws have been revised within the time period of our study:
108 experienced a major law revision. Thus, in total, our final dataset includes 2072 law-year observations. Among the revised parent acts the average time period between their enactment and the first revision act is almost 7 years.
Independent variables
Our main independent variable is the relative overlap between the gridlock intervals at the year of enactment (t 0 ) and the following years (t n ). To calculate the width and position of the gridlock interval at each act-year, we locate the position of the pivotal legislative actors on two policy dimensions, i.e. a general left/right and a national/supranational policy dimensions. The information on decision-making rules allows us to identify the pivotal legislative actors.
The gridlock interval under consultation and unanimity voting is given by the absolute difference between the most left (national) and the most right (supranational) government in the Council.
The gridlock interval under co-decision and unanimity results from the distance between the most left (national) and the most right (supranational) legislative actors, which may be either a government in the Council, the median party within the EP or the median commissioner. Under consultation and QMV one has to identify the two pivotal governments in the Council, one from the left(national) and one from the right(supranational) of the two preference continuums, and calculate their distance. Finally, the interval gridlock under co-decision and QMV is equal to the range of the most left (national) and the most right (supranational) pivotal legislative actors, once again including all legislative actors.
Based on the width and the location of the gridlock interval at t 0 and at each of the subsequent time points t n , we calculated the gridlock change as the relative overlap between the two areas. In our statistical analysis we expect more policy stability, the larger the relative overlap between the gridlock interval at time period t 0 and the observed time periods t n . In terms of control variables, to measure the policy conflict at the time of enactment of the parent acts we used the size of the gridlock interval at time t 0 on both policy dimensions. This measure only varies across parent acts, while it remains constant over their respective legislative histories.
The complexity of a parent act is captured by the number of major provisions contained in the parent acts as calculated by Franchino (2007) . The applied coding rule counted articles and paragraphs as separate provisions, while sub-paragraphs and indentations were counted only if they included substantive authority. Furthermore, a provision was counted twice if it delegates substantive different policy authority to the Commission and the member states. A provision is only counted once if it delegates policy authority on the same issue to the two executive authorities.
The used indicator has the advantage that it allows to measure complexity as a continuous rather than as a dichotomous variable. The used measure for complexity varies considerably among our sample, ranging from only 3 major provisions up to 345 provisions. The average number of major provision included in the parent acts is 48.
In order to control for the effect of the type of legal act, we included a dummy variable coded as 1 if the parent act is a regulation and 0 if it is a directive. Among the 158 included parent acts, 66 are regulations and 92 are directives.
Detecting the presence of sunset provisions required us to check individually the content of each parent act. To empirically test its effect, we adopted Maltzman and Shipan's (2008) solution, i.e. the variable is set equal to 1 in the year in which the sunset provision is supposed to have an effect on the parent act revision and set equal to 0 in all other years of the legislative history of the parent acts. For those parent acts without any sunset provisions the variable is a constant 0. Finally, we included a dummy variable capturing whether the respective parent act was part of a broader EU legislation action program. Among our 158 parent act, only 32 were included in one of the EU action programs. 
Method and results
We analyze the time until a parent act experiences the event of a first major revision, which justifies the recourse to event history analysis techniques. In line with the recommendations of Box-Steffensmeier and Bradford (2011) we decided to apply a Cox's semiparametric proportional hazards model since it leaves the baseline hazard function unspecified, while allowing the estimation of the relationship between the hazard rate and the selected explanatory variables.
Since not all of our major EU laws were revised or repealed by the end of our observation period, these observations were included as right-censored cases. For the specification of our models we followed Keele (2010) . First, we controlled for the presence of any relevant interaction effects between covariates. Since none was detected, we included smoothing spline fits for checking the correct functional form of our continuous covariates. The likelihood ratio tests did not indicate any improvement by the spline models, which confirms that the correct functional form of our continuous covariates is linear. Finally, we applied the Therneau-Grambsch test for non-proportionality (Grambsch and Therneau, 1994) . The test revealed non-significant results for all our included independent variables (see the appendix). Table 2 displays the results of our analysis. A positive coefficient implies that the underlying effect is an increase in the instantaneous hazard of a major law revision (thus, parent acts are less durable); vice versa for negative coefficients. The three models differ in terms of included co-variates.
Model 1 reveals a significant effect for our relative gridlock overlap covariate measured on the left-right dimension. In line with our expectations, the effect is negative, which indicates a decreasing likelihood of law revision the larger the gridlock overlap. The decrease in the likelihood of law revision is also significant in substantial terms: the hazard rate of a parent act being revised decreases by more than 7% for each 10% increase in the overlap of the gridlock intervals.
Conversely, the effect of the initial gridlock size at the time of the enactment is described by a negative but insignificant coefficient. This finding supports the view that a better predictor of the timing of legislative revisions is the over time in/stability of the enacting coalition rather than its characteristics at the adoption stage. That said, another result is that the dimension of conflict matters. In Model 2, we measured the relative gridlock overlap and the size of the initial gridlock interval on a national/supranational policy dimension. The analysis reveals that there is no statistical significant relationship between the risk of law revision and legislative actors' preferences on the national/supranational policy dimension. Following Gabel and Hix (2002) to 50% leads to a decrease of the hazard rate of more than 40%. 12 The included control variables yield consistently similar results across the three model specifications. As expected, parent acts enacted within a broad EU legislative action program are far less likely to be revised than ordinary EU laws. Substantively, they experience a 67% lower risk of being revised (Model 1). Conversely, the effect of sunset provisions is positive but insignificant. Additionally, complex parent acts have a higher probability of law revisions: the more major provisions they include, the higher the risk of revision. In substantial terms this effect can be translated into a 5% increase of the hazard rate for an increase of 10 major provisions (Model 1). The finding is justified by the fact that less complex laws include fewer provisions and touch on fewer policy issues, thus they offer fewer opportunities and incentives for future law revision. Finally, we find positive effect for regulations, but it is statistically significant at 0.1% only in model 3.
Figure 5 about here
Conclusion
The present article departs from the apparently simple observation that some EU laws are more enduring than others. According to our view, the durability of EU legal acts is associated with the over-time stability of legislative actors' preferences. The so-called "legislative drift" is a function of two factors at the European level: inter-temporal changes in the preference configuration of legislative actors and changes in the decision-making rules. While the former draws attention to the effects of the periodic turnover in the composition of EU main legislative bodies, the latter underscores the effect of treaty amendments to the voting and legislative procedures in use, which -on its turn -affects how legislative coalitions are formed. In order to study their simultaneous effect, we introduced a spatial model of EU law revision and test it on a new, unique dataset including information on the revision history of 158 major EU laws selected by Franchino (2007) .
The findings of our event history analysis reveal that there is evidence of a significant impact of legislative drift on the pace of EU policy revision, but only when actors' preferences are measured on the left-right dimension. The effect holds even after controlling for other law-specific factors, such as its complexity, its type (directive or regulation), the inclusion of sunset provisions and its strategic value (whether it was included in a general or action program). Our hazard model shows also that legislative durability is better explained by changes in the enacting coalitions than by political conditions at the moment of its adoption.
All in all, the present study contributes to existing research on the processes of policy change in the EU, by focusing on the role of actors and institutions. While those works emphasizing the supranational component of the EU political system have mostly tended to attribute a general status quo bias to its law-making system , we provide evidence in favor of a more complex understanding of change and stability in EU policies. Firstly, EU legislative acts are not cast in stone but undergo a sometimes conspicuous number of changes in the course of their post-enactment life. Secondly, analyzing who sits around Brussels negotiating tables and how decisions are taken is consequential to understanding the processes of revisions and eventual repeal. More importantly, it is shown that additional actors are relevant only insofar as they affect the size of the gridlock interval.
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It is hoped that this study will stimulate further research on the topic of legislative and programmatic revision in the EU. For instance, our empirical large-N analysis is susceptible of modifications and extensions. To give but a few examples, our dichotomous distinction between major and minor policy revisions based on formal selection criteria may be too rough and hide relevant nuances.
What is more, we did not distinguish between revisions aiming at consolidating a policy and those adopted with the purpose of changing its course. Future contributions should explore different operationalizations of our dependent variable. Another area which warrants further study is the concomitant role of the judiciary and the bureaucracy in changing legislation. Finally, this work could be replicated on a much larger set of acts, thereby improving the generalizability of the results.
Understanding the dynamics of legislative revision is by and large an unexplored theme in current EU legislative studies. Significant research efforts have been devoted to understanding why a legislative proposal wins enactment and the factors accounting for the duration of legislative processes. On the other hand little is known on the dynamics unfolding after a policy is enacted.
This work aims to fill this gap, arguing that the risk is that of reducing what is fundamentally a game conducted in different rounds to a one-shot game. It addresses a rather intuitive proposition, which nonetheless has never undergone empirical scrutiny in EU studies: legislative measures are more likely to be amended and/or repealed when the composition of the enacting and current legislative coalition differs markedly. The evidence in support of this hypothesis is an interesting discovery, especially for the political setting of the EU, which has many traits of a non-majoritarian institution. Political differences among legislative actors affect not only the likelihood of adoption for a new law, but also its durability after enactment.
Notes
1 According to Article 288 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU, secondary legislation comprises binding (regulations, directives and decisions) and non binding acts (recommendations and opinions). In the following, we will concentrate only on regulations and directives, which beyond having a legally binding effect, are also general in their application.
2 Throughout the article, the terms "legislative revision" and "policy revision" will be used interchangeably. It must be noted that the object of the analysis is the timing of revisions or repeals of legislative texts. This is clearly a reductionist understanding of "policy revision". Firstly, it is well known that even substantial alterations at the level of legislative output do not automatically translate into corresponding policy outcomes. Secondly, it is worth remembering that policy revision may result also from the European Court of Justice's interpretation of the law, without its formal revision.
dataset of major EU laws includes 158 major laws from 14 broad issue areas. B Test of the proportional-hazards assumption (Model 3) Table 3 provides the test statistics for the applied test on the proportional hazard assumption for Model 3 of our paper. As indicated by the insignificant P rob > chi2 values, none of our covariates violates the proportional hazard assumption. C Robustness check for sunset provisions Table 4 displays the results of 3 three alternative specifications of model 3 in the article. In order to check for the robustness of our results, Model 1 excludes the sunset provision variable from our analysis, while Model 2 and 3 use alternative operationalizations of this variable. In contrast to the version presented in our main model, the sunset variable in Model 2 is simply coded as a dummy variable, set equal to a constant 1 if the parent act includes any sunset provisions. The sunset variable in Model 3 is coded as a time varying dummy covariate. Initially set equal to 1 if the respective parent act includes a sunset provision, the variable changes to 0 in the years following the expiring of the included sunset provision. Results of Table 4 are essentially identical to the results of the article. Standard errors in parentheses * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
D Robustness check for additional control variables
To provide a further test of robustness of our findings we re-estimated our original model (Model 3 in Table 2 of our paper) using two alternative control variables. In order to check whether the longevity of our parent acts affects the timing of their revision we tested the effect of the enactment year of each parent act (Model 7). In Model 8 we controlled for the increasing number of member states (due to EU enlargements) using 4 dummy variables (the reference category is EU6 applied to the time period between 1958 and 1973). Both models show essentially identical results compared to our original model, while the newly added control variables have no significant effect on the risk of law revision.
E Robustness check for policy areas
Finally, we also included policy area dummies in order to control for policy area specific effects. We classified our 158 parent acts into 6 broad policy areas, namely Agriculture/Fishing (29), Environment (3), Economic affairs (35), Welfare (20), Financial affairs (20), Internal Market (51). Table 6 displays the results of our analysis using Internal Market as the reference category.
The results of Model 9 are essentially identical to those of our paper. In addition, we only find a significant positive effect for the Agriculture policy area. Compared to Internal Market-related acts, EU laws on Agriculture have a higher risk of major law revision. Standard errors in parentheses * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 Standard errors in parentheses * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
